ABSTRACT
The selection of peer (and aspirant) organizations for benchmarking is not limited to an academic setting. For example, financial organizations such as MetLife utilize benchmarking against peers to support their employee benefit policies 4 and actively maintain a benchmarking tool online. Zacks SEC Compliance Service Group utilizes "peer group selection as an important factor in compensation and company performance evaluation" 5 . NASA and the US Navy engage in benchmarking of safety practices aboard manned spacecraft and submarines 6 . In the hospitality sector, benchmarking against peers has been used for measuring the efficiency of hotel chain managers (Morey and Dittman, 2003) 7 . The governmental sector, specifically, the National Achieves and Record Administration, have created and utilized questionnaires to identify relevant factors for the purpose of identifying and implementing bestpractice record keeping requirements in new systems design 8 . In many cases company sponsored whitepapers are also available that highlight the importance of benchmarking against peers (Dumford, 2008) 9 . Recent applications for cluster analysis include its application to online delivery services such as Facebook.com to cluster people into different groups and track weights of friendships, influencing the effectiveness of news feed and content delivery towards that from "people they are closer with" 10 , and internet auctions, related to the heterogeneity of price evolution in eBay auctions.
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The manuscript proceeds as follows. Section 2 provides a brief overview of the methodology, the dataset development, and variable selection. The results, conclusions and implications for future research are presented for the NYIT-SOM in section 3.
METHODOLOGY
Inherent to the hierarchical cluster analysis approach is the development of criteria for comparison between schools. Hence the first step of this procedure was to consider which institutional characteristics should be used to narrow down the universe of institutions, which is extensive and includes many institutions that are fundamentally different from New York Institute of Technology. The resulting group is referred to as the preliminary set. Once established, the clustering analysis implements selection criteria to establish the subset of this preliminary set that are considered peer schools, or those that are highly comparable to the NYIT-SOM (target school).
Nominal variables were used as institutional criteria, and included institutional level, institutional control, postsecondary/Carnegie classification and Title IV indicators, and religious affiliation; each readily accessible in IPEDS
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. As an example, the NYIT SOM offers four year degree programs in addition at Master's level programs, is a private and not-for-profit institution, a Title IV postsecondary institution, and is non-religiously affiliated. Additional detail concerning how these four criteria were employed, to narrow the universal set to a preliminary set, is presented in Appendix A. The resulting preliminary set includes 714 schools. One additional screening factor was subsequently employed, narrowing the set according to its accreditation status with the AACSB. That is, schools that had not attained AACSB accreditation were removed from the preliminary set. This is a common approach for identifying peer schools when pursuing AACSB accreditation 13 . A final preliminary set of ninety eight schools obtains, provided in Appendix B.
Towards implementing the hierarchical cluster analysis to narrow the preliminary set and create the cluster groups the appropriate selection variables used to characterize the schools were established by utilizing inputs gathered from:
1)
Questionnaires/feedback distributed and collected among students of different universities as well as employers; 2) Similar studies conducted elsewhere; 3)
Communication with other schools including Adelphi University, Colombia University and New York University; and 4)
The NYIT-SOM Dean, Business Advisory Board, Student Advisory Board, Faculty and Administration.
Appendix C lists the nineteen selection variables chosen result of the consensus of the aforementioned sources. The collection of data for each of the nineteen selection variables across the 98 schools in the preliminary set included surveying data from the AACSB, IPEDS, US News and World Report, Business week for B-schools, Peterson's Four Year College Guides, among others Methodology for analysis followed an established "between-linkage," or "average linkage" approach, incorporating Minkowski measures to define the degree of similarity between both individual cases and also individual cases and clusters, as clusters are formed. In general, the following formula applies in determining the distance between two cases/points, s and t, each having n attributes:
The reader will note that for p = 1, 2 the aforementioned formula results in the rectilinear and Euclidean distances, respectively. For the purpose of this analysis, we chose to employ the rectilinear distance.
The methodology proceeded as follows: (a) each case, which is associated by its own distinctive vector in n-space (e.g. n selection variables), is compared, pairwise, with each other case by calculating the Minkowski distance, (b) A first cluster is created by grouping together the two cases from the n x n resulting proximity matrix that represents the minimum distance, (c) the pairwise comparison between this resulting cluster and all other cases (or other clusters) is recalculated, and (d) the proximity matrix is revised and steps (b) -(d) are repeated. That is, the hierarchical approach continues to compare, on a pair-wise basis, all remaining cases and clusters, identifying the two most similar observations that are not in the same cluster and combining their clusters. The methodology is also agglomerative, under which cluster continues to expand until no two clusters fall within a pre-specified tolerance distance, at which the procedure terminates. The final agglomeration schedule also provides correlation coefficients.
The size of the cluster that is desired is determined by the project manager. For example, an institutional research unit at a University might suggest that a peer group of at least 5 to 6 schools be established. Hence as an alternative to setting the threshold for the agglomeration of clusters, the analysis might proceed until an ex-ante declared cluster size is reached including the target school.
The methodology is facilitated by available in software packages, such as SPSS, which is utilized for this analysis. Figure 1 is a variable input screen; Figure 2 is a methodology screen where the user specifies the method of analysis, distance measure and standardization. Results of the analysis are typically displayed in a dendogram, shown in Figure 3 . © 2012 The Clute Institute
RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
As noted earlier, data for the analysis was extracted from IPEDS, US News and World Report and AACSB database tools. The initial preliminary set included 714 Universities when filtered for institutional level, institutional control, details regarding religious affiliation, postsecondary and Title IV institution indicator. Further elimination schools that did not hold AACSB accreditation resulted in a final preliminary set of 98 universities that were considered in the hierarchical cluster analysis. The cluster analysis then returned five (5) peer schools, which are shown in Appendix D.
As a result of this analysis the NYIT-SOM will extend its effort towards utilizing data from its peer schools as benchmarks to guide its continuous development effort. This includes setting targets for performance, prioritizing its efforts towards those areas where improvement is required, and ascertaining how organizational strengths and opportunities might be used to develop distinctive competencies to strengthen its position in the competitive set of schools and market.
This methodology can be easily adapted to meet the needs of other Universities and Colleges. In addition, adaptations can also result in extensions to this study when choosing aspirant schools or the competitive set of schools. He is an active member of INFORMS and the Decisions Sciences Institute. He serves on the editorial board and is an ad hoc reviewer for numerous academic journals, and has published over thirty five manuscripts in peer-reviewed academic journals, including 
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